Attorney Docket No: IDF 2449 (4000-13600) Patent 
REMARKS 

This application has been carefully considered in connection with the Examiner's 
Office Action dated April 13, 2010. Reconsideration and allowance are respectfully 
requested in view of the following. 

Summary of Rejections 

Claims 1 , 4-8, 11,16, and 1 8-30 were pending at the time of the Office Action. 

Claims 1,4-8, 11, and 28-30 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101. 

Claims 1,4-8, 11, 16, and 18-30 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

With regard to the art rejections, the Office Action has cited Brown et al., U.S. 
Pub. No. 2006/0265260 ("Brown"); Korin, U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0009408 ("Korin"); 
Willoughby, U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0083233 ("Willoughby"); McLaughlin, Java and XML, 
O'Reilly and Associates, June 2000 ("McLaughlin"); Chesney et al., U.S. Pub. No. 
2003/0093301 ("Chesney"); Draper et al., U.S. Patent No. 7,152,062 ("Draper"); and 
Machalek, U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0013786 ("Machalek"). 

Summary of Claims 

Claims 1, 4-8, 11, 16, 18-25, and 27-30 are currently pending following this 
response. 

Claims 1,16, and 28 are currently amended herein. 
Claim 26 is canceled herein. 

Claims 2, 3, 9, 10, 12-15, and 17 were previously canceled. 
Claims 4, 6-8, 11, 18-25, 27, 29, and 30 were previously presented. 
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Claim 5 remains as originally submitted. 
Remarks and Arguments are provided below. 
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Applicant Initiated Interview 

Applicants thank Examiner Brendan Y. Higa for his time and consideration of the 
arguments presented in the telephone interview on July 1, 2010. In the interview, 
Applicants discussed the proposed claim amendments and noted that the applied art 
did not teach or suggest an information service layer that retrieves the data from 
disparate data sources on disparate computer systems according to instructions in the 
information service layer script. Examiner Higa indicated that the proposed claim 
amendments would likely overcome the currently applied art. Also, in the interview, 
Examiner Higa recommended further amending the claims to clarify that the application 
program interface receives a request for data from an external agent and that the 
request component transmits the information service layer script to the information 
service layer. In the interest of advancing prosecution, the claims have been amended 
herein as suggested by Examiner Higa. 

Summary of Response 

This summary of the response is intended to aid the Examiner's understanding of 
the present application and how the claimed subject matter differs from the cited 
references. However, mere discussion of the content or meaning of the specification of 
the present application and/or of the cited references should not be expanded to an 
importation of additional limitations to the claims. Instead, the specific language of the 
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claims and the allowability of the claims are addressed in detail separate from this 
summary of response. 

Brown, Korin, Willoughby, and McLaughlin, alone or in combination, do not teach 
or suggest an information service layer that retrieves the data from disparate data sources 
on different computer platforms according to instructions in the information service layer 
script. Rather, Brown merely discloses that the database engine 206 retrieves values 
from a single database (i.e., the product database 210) on a single computer platform. 
See Brown at If 0036; Brown at Figure 2; Brown at Figure 4. Korin, Willoughby, and 
McLaughlin do not cure the deficiencies of Brown. The claimed information service layer 
enables searching for and obtaining data as well as invoking commands across disparate 
computer systems or computer platforms in a manner which makes the differences of 
these systems and platforms transparent to the user of the information service layer. 

This distinction, as well as others, will be discussed in greater detail in the 
analysis of the present claims that follows. 

Detailed Response 

Rejection of Claim 1 Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Claim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brown, in view of Korin, in further view of Willoughby, and McLaughlin. 
I. Brown, Korin, Willoughby, and McLaughlin, alone or in combination, do not teach 
or suggest an information service layer that retrieves the data from disparate data 
sources on disparate computer platforms according to instructions in the information 
service layer script. 
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Amended claim 1 recites "the information service layer that... retrieves at least a 
portion of the requested data from disparate data sources on disparate computer 
platforms according to instructions in the information service layer script." Applicants 
respectfully submit that no new matter has been added and support for the 
amendments may be found throughout the specification as originally filed, including at 
least paragraph 0025. 

The Office Action did not previously address this feature. However, Applicants 
note that the Office Action on page 5 appears to have interpreted the products table 402 
and the competitive products table 432 of Brown as the claimed information service 
layer. 

Applicants respectfully submit that neither the product table 402 nor the 
competitive products table 432 of Brown teach or suggest the claimed information 
service layer because neither table retrieves data, let alone retrieves data from 
disparate data sources on disparate computer platforms according to instructions in the 
information service layer script. Rather, Brown discloses in paragraphs 0036 and 0097 
that the script processor 204 issues queries to retrieve values from the tables and the 
database engine 206 actually queries the product database 210. 

While paragraph 0036 of Brown may disclose that the database engine 206 can 
query various tables of the product database 210 to retrieve values, Brown does not 
disclose that the database engine 206 retrieves values according to instructions in the 
information service layer script. Furthermore, Brown does not disclose that the 
database engine 206 retrieves the values from disparate data sources on disparate 
computer platforms. Rather, referring to Figures 2 and 4, Brown discloses that all of the 
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tables including the products table 402 and the competitive products table 432 are 
stored in the same database (i.e., the product database 210). Thus, the database 
engine merely retrieves the values from a single database on a single computer 
platform, and not disparate data sources on disparate computer platforms. Because 
Brown discloses that the tables are stored in the same database on a single computer 
platform, Applicants submit that Brown does not contemplate the need for an 
information service layer, as claimed. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that Brown does not teach or suggest 
an information service layer that retrieves the data from disparate data sources on 
disparate computer platforms according to instructions in the information service layer 
script. Korin, Willoughby, and McLaughlin do not cure the deficiencies of Brown. 
II. Brown, Korin, Willouqhby, and McLaughlin, alone or in combination, do not teach 
or suggest an information service layer that formats the response according to 
formatting described in the information service layer script. 

Amended claim 1 recites "the information service layer that... formats the 
response according to a formatting described in the information service layer script." 
Applicants respectfully submit that no new matter has been added and support for the 
amendments may be found throughout the specification as originally filed, including at 
least paragraphs 0066 and 0067. 

The Office Action relied on paragraph 0086 of Brown to disclose the above 
limitations. 

Applicants begin by noting the context of paragraph 0086, which is the process 
that occurs when the competitor comparison hyperlink 1004 is selected. Additionally, 
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Applicants note that the rest of claim 1 was rejected using paragraphs 0095-0099 of 
Brown whose context is the process that occurs when a completely different hyperlink 
(i.e., the savings hyperlink) is selected. 

While paragraph 0086 of Brown may disclose that the script processor 204 can 
issue a query and obtain a recordset when a user selects the competitor comparison 
hyperlink 1004, Brown does not disclose that a recordset is obtained when the user 
selects the savings hyperlink. Furthermore, Applicants respectfully submit that 
obtaining a recordset does not make sense in the context of paragraphs 0095-0099 of 
Brown where the user selects the savings hyperlink because Brown discloses that the 
script processor is merely issuing "a query to retrieve a value" (emphasis added). See 
Brown at U 0097. In contrast, obtaining a recordset makes sense in the context of the 
user selecting the competitor comparison hyperlink 1004 because Brown discloses that 
a plurality of records is returned. See Brown at If 0086. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that Brown does not teach or suggest 
an information service layer that formats the response according to formatting described 
in the information service layer script. Korin, Willoughby, and McLaughlin do not cure 
the deficiencies of Brown. 

For at least the reasons established above in sections I and II, Applicants 
respectfully submit that independent claim 1 is not taught or suggested by Brown, in 
view of Korin, in further view of Willoughby, and McLaughlin and respectfully request 
allowance of this claim. 

Rejection of Claim 16 Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
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Claim 16 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brown, in view of Korin, in further view of Willoughby, and McLaughlin. 

Claim 16 includes limitations substantially similar to the limitations discussed in 
sections I and II above. For example, amended claim 16 recites "retrieving, by the 
information service layer, at least a portion of the requested data from disparate data 
sources on disparate computer platforms according to instructions in the information 
service layer script... formatting, by the information service layer, the response 
according to a formatting described in the information service layer script." Accordingly, 
the arguments of sections I and II are hereby repeated for claim 16. 

For at least the reasons established above in sections I and II, Applicants 
respectfully submit that independent claim 16 is not taught or suggested by Brown, in 
view or Korin, in further view of Willoughby, and McLaughlin and respectfully request 
allowance of this claim. 

Rejection of Claim 28 Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Claim 28 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brown, in view of Korin, in further view of Willoughby. 

Claim 28 includes limitations substantially similar to the limitations discussed in 
sections I and II above. For example, amended claim 28 recites "an information service 
layer that... retrieves at least a portion of the requested data from disparate data 
sources on disparate computer platforms according to instructions in the first 
script... and formats the response document according to a formatting described in the 
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first script." Accordingly, the arguments of sections I and II are hereby repeated for 
claim 28. 

For at least the reasons established above in sections I and II, Applicants 
respectfully submit that independent claim 28 is not taught or suggested by Brown, in 
view or Korin, in further view of Willoughby and respectfully request allowance of this 
claim. 

Rejection of Remaining Claims 

Claims 6, 7, 11, 18, 20-23, and 25-27 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Brown, in view of Korin, in further view of Willoughby, and 
McLaughlin. 

Claims 4, 5, and 19 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Brown, in view of Korin, in view of Willoughby and McLaughlin, in 
further view of Chesney. 

Claim 8 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brown, in view of Korin, in further view of Willoughby, and McLaughlin, in further view of 
Draper. 

Claim 24 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brown, in view of Korin, in further view of Willoughby, and McLaughlin, in further view of 
Machalek. 

Claims 29 and 30 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Brown, in view of Korin, in further view of Willoughby. 
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Claim 26 is canceled herein. The remaining claims 4-8, 11, 18-25, 27, 29, and 
30 all depend on claims 1, 16, or 28 and Applicants submit that none of the other 
applied references cures the deficiencies of the cited art discussed above. Accordingly, 
Applicants assert that claims 4-8, 11, 18-25, 27, 29, and 30 are in condition for 
allowance for at least the reasons established above. 

Response to Rejections under U.S.C. § 101 

Claims 1, 4-8, 11, and 28-30 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

The Office Action noted that "the broadest reasonable interpretation of a claim 
drawn to a computer readable medium typically covers forms of non-transitory tangible 
media and transitory propagating signals per se." Thus, the Office Action suggested 
limiting the scope of claims 1 and 28 to "a non-transitory computer readable medium." 
In the interest of advancing prosecution, claims 1 and 28 have been amended to recite 
"a non-transitory computer readable medium" as suggested by the Office Action. 
Accordingly, as amended herein, claims 1 and 28 are directed to statutory subject 
matter. 

Claims 4-8, 11, 29, and 30 depend directly or indirectly from claims 1 and 28, 
respectively, and incorporate all of the limitations thereof. Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully submit that claims 1, 4-8, 11, and 28-30 are directed to statutory subject 
matter. Applicants respectfully request the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 101 be 
withdrawn. 
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Conclusion 

Applicants respectfully submit that the present application is in condition for 
allowance for the reasons stated above. If the Examiner has any questions or 
comments or otherwise feels it would be helpful in expediting the application, he is 
encouraged to telephone the undersigned at (972) 731-2288. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge payment of any further fees 
associated with any of the foregoing papers submitted herewith, or to credit any 
overpayment thereof, to Deposit Account No. 21-0765, Sprint. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: July 13. 2010 



/Michael W. Piper/ 



Michael W. Piper 
Reg. No. 39,800 



Conley Rose, P.C. 

5601 Granite Parkway, Suite 750 

Piano, Texas 75024 

(972)731-2288 

(972) 731 -2289 (facsimile) 



ATTORNEY FOR APPLICANTS 



90671 vl/4000.13600 



20 



